SUMMARY: This paper highlights the interrelatedness of gender and household organization in a central
I. INTRODUCTION
GENDER HAS COME to occupy an increasingly prominent place in discourses on development in the late twentieth century and is recognized by growing sections of the international academic and policy community as a varied (and mutable) social construct. In feminist academic writings, this has carried with it greater acknowledgement of "the household" as a geographically and historically dynamic social institution in which gender is embedded and negotiated. Leading from this, researchers and activists working from a GAD (gender and development) perspective have emphasized the need to take on board issues of households, families and kinship groups in planning for gender aware development.
(1) By the same token, there seems to have been less readiness, at least on the part of governments and international agencies, to broach gender interventions at the domestic level, to embrace more flexible notions of household form and,
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in particular, to accept the idea that, in certain instances, female headed households may represent "enabling environments" for women (and their children).
Despite huge diversity in household composition and headship across time and space, male headed nuclear households are widely construed as a "...characteristic of modernity, at the very pinnacle of the development process." (2) Coupled with the apparently equally widespread belief that households consisting of a (married) couple and their children represent the "natural" order of things, this has led to glib pronouncements that growing numbers of women headed units (now around one-fifth of households worldwide) are symptomatic of "family breakdown" or "family crisis". Although women headed households are a heterogenous group, those consisting of lone mothers and children form the majority and have attracted greatest concern among the national and international establishment. Indeed, the association between lone motherhood and social dissolution is so powerful that, in its 1994 Human Development Report, the UNDP included figures on single-parent families alongside data on intentional homicides and juvenile prisoners in a table entitled "Weakening Social Fabric". Yet, "family breakdown" assumes a norm that may not be applicable in a range of social and cultural settings, and its implied negativity may well be inappropriate in light of the realities of life within different types of household unit. Beyond this, there seems to be little recognition of the way in which households (and household diversity) are intrinsically imbricated in the structuring and outcomes of development processes. Carolyn Baylies, for example, points to the contradictory situation whereby, although capitalist development may foster the nuclear family, it simultaneously "creates conditions for its dissolution" through labour displacements, structural adjustment programmes and so on.
(4) Bearing these observations in mind, the aim of this paper is to argue the importance of considering "the household" in analyses of gender and rural-urban migration, both in respect of how it shapes the gender selectivity of migrant flows and how, in turn, the latter contributes to household diversity across rural and urban areas. This paper also contends that reluctance to endorse multiple forms of household and family life by states and international agencies may be an inappropriate response to a situation in which development often contributes to household differentiation, and where some women may find a route to wider roles and power through "alternative" household forms.
The paper is organized into three main sections. The first introduces conceptual perspectives on households from the feminist literature and pinpoints how consideration of household organization and strategies is critical in the analysis and theorization of gender-selective migration. The second part examines the impacts of gender differentiated demographic mobility on contemporary household forms in rural and urban areas including reference to case study evidence from my own research in Mexico, Costa Rica and the Philippines.
(5) The third and final section of the paper identifies a range of issues concerning house- holds that might be useful in policy and planning for gender aware development.
II. CONCEPTUALIZING HOUSEHOLDS
FEMINIST CONCERNS WITH women's disadvantage in developing societies have long emphasized the importance of the household as an institutional arena in which gender roles, relations and identities are shaped and influenced in fundamental ways. Among the most important theoretical contributions from this literature are first, that households are not "natural" units with fixed forms and meanings across space and through time but are socially constructed and inherently variable. On the subject of meanings, such research has raised the question as to whether the search for any universal definition of household is feasible or desirable. (6) For example, although most national and international data sources classify households as spatial units characterized by shared residence and daily reproduction (primarily cooking and eating), in countries such as India, households might just as readily be understood as kinship units or economic units as housing units.
(7) Moreover, in many parts of the developing world, including Bangladesh, Ghana, Kenya, the Philippines and Brazil, studies have shown that inputs to household reproduction may be greater from people who live beyond the physical boundaries of the household than those who reside within it.
(8) Challenging the idea that households are unidimensional, bounded entities, an international group of scholars involved in the United Nations University "Households, Gender and Age" project in the 1980s offered the following summary:
"The household, in all its different cultural connotations, is the primary social living unit. In it are encapsulated a cluster of activities of people who live together most of the time and provide mutual physical, socio-psychological, and developmental support and functions within the broader organization and environment of the community." (9) On the question of household form, feminist researchers have also played a major part in exposing the fact that household headship and composition may be extremely diverse and dynamic. Household configuration may change several times within a single year, as in low-income urban communities in Costa Rica and Brazil, (10) as well as over longer time periods. Many of these transformations owe in one form or another to migation activity. Beyond this, whilst most households are based on ties of blood or marriage, this does not preclude the existence of households comprising friends, co-workers, apprentices and so on, whose frequency seems to have increased during the ruralurban transition. (11) Despite variations in membership, however, a second major contribution from feminist researchers has been to identify the ways in which households more often than not act as a practi- 
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cal/material setting, not to mention conduit, for wider ideologies and institutions of family and kinship within which gender occupies a central role.
(12) Accepting the point that "...household refers to the basic unit of co-residence and family to a set of normative relationships" (13) , considerable socialization occurs within domestic units where meanings and messages about gender are transmitted inter-generationally through actual and idealized familial roles of parenting, conjugality and household headship. Although "household headship" is a highly imprecise and problematic concept, imbued with assumptions about one person in a residential unit being "responsible" for other members and/or being "in charge" of household organization and so on, fathers or senior adult males are generally assigned this role both by household members themselves as well as by external parties such as the state and international agencies. The remarkably widespread association between masculinity and household headship in developing societies has been attributed to varying combinations of the following: the common primacy of men in kinship networks; the export of Eurocentric ideals of family organization during the colonization process; and men's usual positions as major breadwinners and/or principal arbiters of decision-making within households. Indeed, although censuses vary widely in terms of the criteria by which they define headship, ranging from self or proxy reporting to instrumental factors such as financial provision or authority, most censuses only record women as heads of household where they lack a male partner or other "significant" man in the household such as a father or brother.
(14) While male household heads may be constrained by expectations that they should fulfil the functions of primary (or exclusive) financial provision, especially in situations of scarce employment and income opportunities, their position at the apex of the household unit tends to confer power to negotiate varying degrees of obligation to their households. Men commonly also have opportunities to gratify their personal interests and/or legitimize their masculinity in a wide range of extra-domestic spheres. Adult women, by contrast, are often subject to the dictate of male household heads, are more confined to the domestic arena, and have less power and personal freedom than their male counterparts. These patterns extend to younger generations, with daughters generally being subject to tighter parental control and less eligibility for economic and social privileges. For these reasons "the (male-headed) household" has often been described as a "primary site of women's oppression". Leading on from this, a third critical contribution from feminist researchers has been the call to reject the idealized notion that households are unified entities in which members collaborate on an equitable basis for common interests. Instead, deconstructing the household and investigating its internal workings reveals that households may be more accurately depicted as an "uneasy aggregate of individual survival strategies", (16) or a "locus of competing interests, rights, obligations and resources".
(17) As suggested above, gender, age and relationship to the household head are often critical factors affect- ing powers of negotiation and entitlement and, more often than not, women (and children) are more vulnerable, harder worked and less able to determine their own lives. For example, the time and labour dedicated by women to household survival strategies may be far greater than men's, leaving them less time for rest, recreation and outside pursuits. Women's and children's frequent dependence on the income of "male breadwinners" may place them in a position where they have only limited access to finance in their own right and are subject to "secondary poverty". Over and above material vulnerability, women and children may also suffer greater degrees of intra-household physical violence than men. (18) Acknowledging the household as the most immediate institution affecting men's and women's power, behaviour and identities, it is not surprising that research undertaken from a gender and/or feminist perspective has begun to consider the analysis of this institution, in all its diverse guises, as fundamental to gaining a more nuanced theoretical grasp of gender-selective migration, most notably under the auspices of an "household strategies approach" to population mobility.
a. The "Household Strategies" Approach to Gendered Migration
The "household strategies" approach to gendered migration, first articulated in the work of Sarah Radcliffe (19) , was born from a dissatisfaction with the way in which social relations within households were glossed over in conventional neo-classical and Marxist theories of rural-urban mobility, and drew instead on insights arising from behavioural analyses that considered the ideological and cultural constructs which influenced men's and women's responses to changing socio-economic and environmental conditions. One of the main concerns of the "household strategies" approach is the problematization of divisions of labour and power within households, and how these affect the propensity and freedom of different individuals, according to gender, age and their relationships to other household members, to engage in cityward migration.
Such considerations would appear to be vital when women and men are clearly not disembodied constituencies whose movement across space dovetails neatly or uniformly with simple differentials in labour opportunities and/or wage rates between countryside and town. Although it is possible to discern a broad correspondence between inter-regional variations in gender-selective migration and gender differentiated access to economic resources (land, tools, employment, income and so on), the appeal of blanket association should not blind us to three crucial and interrelated issues: first, that gender differentiated access to resources is socially determined; second, that household circumstances and organization have a critical role to play in the process of negotiating resources and migration decisions; and third, that within the household domain, gender intersects with other axes of difference and identity such as age and marital status to create conditions which directly and indirectly influence movement. 
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In terms of regional patterns, rural-urban migration in the post-war period has been broadly female dominated in Latin America, the Caribbean and South-East Asia, whereas in Africa, the Middle East and South Asia men have been the majority of migrants. Although some narrowing in the gaps between male and female migration in these regions has been noted over time (partly due to the diminishing pool of potential migrants in rural areas), data from the 1990s continue to show quite marked tendencies towards masculine urban sex ratios in the regions with male selective mobility, and feminized urban sex ratios in Latin America, the Caribbean and South-East Asia (see Table  1 ). One of the main reasons given for inter-regional differences is the relative employment and income opportunities of men and women in rural and urban economies. For example, in many countries in sub-Saharan Africa, women are a large presence in the rural labour force, sometimes constituting up to 50 per cent of agricultural workers. The fact that African women are often entitled to land in their own right means that incentives for migration may not be particularly pronounced, especially given that they usually have fewer opportunities than men in urban labour markets. In Latin America, by contrast, women's participation in farming tends to be low, at less than 20 per cent in most of the continent. Women's comparative advantage in moving to towns and cities in Latin America is overlaid by the fact that urban areas tend to offer women a greater range of jobs, in domestic service, factories and so on.
(21) Making more meaningful sense of macro-level patterns, however, requires taking into account detailed micro-level research which examines more closely who moves, where they migrate to, for how long and, most critically, the basis of their migration decisions. Here, a "household strategies" approach may be particularly illuminating, as exemplified by Radcliffe's research on Kallayaran in the southern Peruvian Andes.
The village of Kallayaran is a peasant community dependent on the cultivation of highland crops such as potatoes, native tubers and barley. Whereas the former two crops are mainly grown for subsistence, barley, along with green fodder and vegetables, is grown for sale. The need for additional income to sustain household livelihood means there is considerable temporary and longer-term migration to external labour markets, with around one-tenth of the population being absent from the village on a permanent or semi-permanent basis (defined here as two years or more). Yet, whilst most people undertake migration at some point in their lives, adult married women's migration from peasant households tends to be low compared with husbands, sons and single daughters. This is attributed to the fact that the primary function assigned to women through marriage is to manage the daily reproduction of the household unit. Even if women have some involvement in agriculture, this is usually in a secondary capacity to men and tends to be confined to tasks closely associated with household reproduction. 
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Whilst young single women could conceivably provide assistance to their mothers in farming or domestic work, because the latter is linked with consumption rather than production and tends to be undervalued by males, young women may be regarded as "surplus" household labour.
(22) Depending on resources and the balance of consumers and producers in individual households, therefore, daughters may be sent to towns to work as a means of reducing household outgoings. Furthermore, even in instances where women ostensibly make their own decisions to migrate, it is hard to abstract household conditions from the process especially when, as unskilled female peasant labour, they have rather limited employment options in towns (primarily in low-paid domestic service). Given that migration may not vastly increase young women's personal socio-economic mobility, Radcliffe concludes:
"There are (perhaps surprisingly) few cases in which women explain their migration in terms which are not reducible to household livelihood strategies but which are more clearly understood in terms of women's efforts to act against (and within) the constraints set by gender roles and the position of women in regional labour markets." (23) Case studies from other countries of the South corroborate the role of households not only in creating the material conditions for gender-selective migration but also in acting as filters for familial gender ideologies which impact upon motives for migration and the relative autonomy of migrant decision-making. Although in many parts of South-East Asia, for example, men and women alike may ostensibly migrate "for the sake of the family" (24) , young women are a particularly mobile group for whom the resonance of this statement seems to apply especially. Although high demand for young female labour in South-East Asian cities, in export manufacturing, domestic work and personal services, provides a strong economic rationale for women's migration, many women may not move to towns of their own volition but at the behest of, or through pressure from, their rural families. In the Philippines, Taiwan, Indonesia and Thailand, for example, there is often considerable onus on single teenage and adult daughters to "repay" their parents for bringing them up. Although similar notions of duty and filial piety may be instilled in sons, parents usually prefer their daughters to become labour migrants because they are more likely to send remittances and to devote higher levels of their earnings to the needs of households back home.
(25) These patterns may reflect stronger parental control over daughters, a greater emphasis placed on duty in young women's than in young men's gender socialization and greater personal privileges among males. In northern Thailand, for example, where poor rural households tend to dedicate their scant resources to educating sons rather than daughters, and where women's opportunities for low-skilled agricultural work have declined in the wake of rural modernization, women often have to move to cities in order not only to support their parents but also their brothers' education. 
Remembering that gender and households are socially constructed in different ways in different places, it is important to recognize that even if in most countries young women are likely to be subject to greater parental control than their male counterparts, different aspects of gender may be prioritized and, in some instances, act to limit women's mobility, as noted in South Asia. Although in countries such as Bangladesh, the expansion in female factory jobs in urban areas is now encouraging citybound streams of lone female migrants, (27) here, and elsewhere in the region, women's movement has been mainly confined to migration for marriage or to join husbands already established in towns or cities.
(28) The constraints on young single women's migration for employment have traditionally hinged upon concerns for their moral and sexual propriety. Given that independent female mobility can imply lack of surveillance or control by their households, this may not only damage the status and marriageability of daughters themselves but also impugn the reputations of their siblings and wider family.
Having highlighted ways in which households may directly influence the incidence of migration among women, it is also important to emphasize that, in some instances, women's migration may also be initiated by a bid to extricate themselves from particular household circumstances or to sever ties with specific relatives. For example, case study evidence from Mexico and Costa Rica suggests that some women undertake migration in order to escape marriages in which relations with spouses are violent or exploitative, or to wrest themselves from the close scrutiny and contol of natal kin.
(29) Similarly, international female migrants from the Philippines may also migrate in order to effect a socially legitimate de facto separation from husbands in a situation where divorce is illegal and broken marriages are cause for severe family and community opprobrium. 
c. Household Structure and Gender-selective Migration
If the above examples present a glimpse of the various ways in which household circumstances and intra-household dynamics may influence gender-selective migration, it is also important to note that the latter plays an important part in contributing to diversity in household form in rural areas, with different types of household exerting important influences on migration in their own right. Accepting the impossibility of generalizing the effects of household structure on gender across age, "race", cultural divisions and so on (31) , at one end of the spectrum it is worth noting that some types of female headed household, particularly those which owe their origins to male migration (de facto female headed households), may be in a very different situation to those whose routes into female household headship have occurred through widowhood, conjugal separation or nonmarriage (de jure female headed households). Many female headed households in rural areas of sub-Saharan Africa and South Asia, for example, are de facto units whose male "heads" have migrated to urban areas or overseas.
(32) Although male outmigration can enhance the economic situation of households 
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left behind, it can also lead to greater impoverishment, especially where remittances are small and variable. The fragile resource base of some de facto female headed units may be compounded by low reserves of labour or the inability to mobilize labour on account of social taboos regarding women's access to machinery and participation in certain agricultural tasks. In these situations, women may well consider their own migration as a means of escaping poverty yet, because their husbands intend eventually to return home, they are bound to stay put. Moreover, even when husbands are away for extended periods, women may not be able to take major decisions over household production or livelihood in the home village itself without first obaining permission from their absent partners or his natal kin, as noted for both Bangladesh and Pakistan.
(33) The strength of normative gender roles within households, even in the absence of men, is arguably one reason why censuses are wont to record de facto female headed units as male headed unless men have been continuously away from the household for a substantial length of time, such as a year.
At the other end of the spectrum, de jure female headed households which are the result of widowhood, divorce or conjugal breakdown may be in a stronger position to make their own choices over migration insofar as they do not have to make reference to a male partner. At the same time, the dominance of male household headship in ideological and, in practical terms, means that many women are unlikely to be in a position where they have sufficient resources in their own right to sustain livelihood in the countryside, whether through absence of title to land or through shortages of labour and finance. As such, these women may have little choice but to migrate to urban areas if they seek to maintain economic and residential independence. 
III. HOUSEHOLD DIVERSITY IN RURAL AND URBAN AREAS
IN LIGHT OF the gender differentiated nature of rural-urban migration, it is hardly surprising that an increasing body of empirical research shows that households in both rural and urban areas in developing regions are by no means dominated by the male headed nuclear family stereotype.
(35) We have already seen, for example, that de facto female headed households may form in rural areas as a result of male migration, and that de jure female headed households may move to cities because of their inability to survive in rural areas. Beyond this, the composition of households in towns and cities may be highly variable. For example, up to half the households in detailed surveys in low-income communities in urban and urbanizing localities of the Philippine Visayas (Cebu City, Lapu-Lapu City and Boracay Island) consist of complex extended units comprising kin, domestic helpers or apprentices, people living alone, people residing with friends, and households headed by grandparents.
(36) In Costa Rica, too, the composition of households in low-income settlements in towns in the north-west of the coun- 
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try (Liberia, Cañas and Santa Cruz) is equally heterogeneous. Given the prevalence of seasonal out-migration in this area, household size, composition and headship can also change significantly at different times of the year.
(37) The widespread existence of short and long-term extended households in urban areas of developing countries owes in part to migration, with urban households often taking in rural relatives who move to cities to study or work. However, other factors with an important bearing on household membership include housing shortages, economic considerations and strategies of organizing reproductive labour, not to mention traditional social and kinship obligations. (38) In a similar vein, having suggested that gender-selective migration may be responsible for increased frequencies of female headed households, it is important to recognize that female household heads are a heterogenous group who may enter this state not only as a result of their own or their spouses' migration but also through widowhood, divorce, separation and/or out-of-wedlock childbirth. In turn, the importance of these routes into female headship (and the relative incidence of female headed households in different contexts) is mediated by the interplay of a wide range of demographic, economic, legal-institutional and socio-cultural factors. These include age differences between men and women at marriage, gender differentiated life expectancy, land and property ownership, family and divorce legislation, social welfare programmes, kinship systems, and codes of morality and sexuality.
(39) Thus, although households headed by women tend to be more an urban than a rural phenomenon in South-East Asia, Latin America and the Caribbean, reflecting the female bias in migration flows and feminized urban sex ratios in these areas (see Table 1 ), the relative proportions of female headed households between countries may vary widely. For example, in the Philippines, although female-selective migration and high levels of female labour force participation in towns and cities has led to a greater proportions of female headed households in urban than in rural areas, the national incidence of women headed households is low compared with other parts of South-East Asia (see Table 2 ). Although this could, in part, reflect lower levels of urbanization in the Philippines than in some other countries in the region (Hong Kong and Singapore, for example), case study evidence from low-income urban communities in the Philippine Visayas suggests that constraints upon the formation of female headed households are preponderantly social. Aside from the illegality of divorce, key constraints include the importance of family coherence and interpersonal harmony in Philippine society, the child-centredness of Philippine culture and an emphasis on the moral propriety of women. These factors tend to dissuade women from splitting-up with their spouses and establishing their own households. Moreover, where women have children out-of-wedlock, the stigmatization attached to this state (together with the gossip women attract by living without a male partner) means that this group often opts not to live alone but to reside instead as "sub-families" within larger, extended households. For example, whilst a 
, this applies to less than one-half of their counterparts in the Philippine Visayas. Living with kin helps to disguise their situation, to minimize gossip and to lessen embarrassment for their families.
(40) Although some women who end up as "embedded" female heads are supported by their relatives, others make a major, if not the principal, economic contribution to the household. This also seems to be increasingly the case in male headed households in different parts of the developing world and has given rise to the importance of recognizing "women maintained" households.
(41) Despite tenacious adherence to '..the myth that the male breadwinnner and the female housewife is the normal and best arrangement for human beings", (42) detailed case study research has frequently drawn attention to departures from normative divisions of labour within male headed households and how differentiated patterns might (or indeed ought to) affect the structuring of social welfare interventions. In short, although male household headship and the concomitant association of men with breadwinning and decision-making seems to remain something of a popular and publically endorsed ideal, the realities of inter-and intra-household heterogeneity tell a different story. They also beg the question of how "non-standard" households fare in situations in which their own brand of domestic life does not fit prevailing stereotypes.
In this respect, detailed case study research on households has again been extremely illuminating. Aside from revealing the range of circumstances characterizing women headed households, for example, a number of studies suggest that even if most women do not choose female headship, they may find (or 
feel) that they are better off without a male partner. (43) Although men commonly earn more than women, for instance, as suggested previously, there is no guarantee that men will necessarily release the bulk of their wages for household expenditure. In addition, in cases where men claim the earnings of wives, women might find that they have more disposable income once men have gone.
(44) The absence of a male may also give women freedom to enter a wider range of employment, not only through allowing them to make their own decisions but also through reducing their domestic labour loads. Beyond this, female headed households may provide a space in which women suffer less physical and emotional abuse. (45) On balance, therefore, while women may sometimes be better off in material terms "...in conventional marriages and under the wing of a male household head", the price to be paid may be less "...personal autonomy, independence and personhood." (46) Furthermore, although there is by no means incontrovertible evidence on the intergenerational effects of long-term female household headship, there are indications from a number of contexts that children may benefit from better nutrition when income is under the exclusive control of women, (47) and also that daughters may be in a position to gain more education than in households where fathers are present. (48) Nonetheless, although there may be various personal gains for women and their offspring from female household headship, wider gender inequalities together with societal discrimination against women headed households can inhibit these gains, extending beyond the domestic domain. (49) 
IV. HOUSEHOLD DYNAMICS AND HOUSEHOLD DIVERSITY: CONSIDERATIONS FOR POLICY
THE AIM OF this paper is to draw attention to the importance of taking into account "the household" in understanding gender-selective migration and, in turn, to show how gender-selective migration is important in contributing to household diversity and, especially, the formation of female headed units. In light of the ways in which the above are imbricated in contemporary patterns of development, it seems strange that the "stronghold on the collective imagination" of links between the nuclear household and modernization has been so pervasive. (50) Beyond this, the seemingly widespread notion that male household headship is symptomatic of societal "health" is potentially misplaced when, at one extreme, male absence as a result of labour migration may bolster resources for households left behind and, at the other, intra-household research indicates that residence in male headed units may not always be a desirable option for women. There are clearly numerous issues arising out of the discussion but the most important general one is that households (and household research) need to be given greater attention in planning and policy-making in developing countries. Households are not only "...the intermediary sphere through which top down economic and environmental programmes are processed and acted upon" (51) but also, without
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due attention to how household circumstances affect men and women, there is little likelihood that gender inequalities can be tackled in an effective manner. Perhaps one of the most fundamental starting points in this process is to generate greater acceptance of the concept that households are social institutions rather than "naturalized" entities whose forms and functions obey some kind of an historical biologically driven logic. This could have major implications for gender since, as Naila Kabeer notes:
"Because naturalistic ideologies have served to conceal the social basis of gender relations more than most forms of inequality, and because the implications of gender based forms of inequality are experienced within the most intimate and personalized domains of our existence, it is often difficult to appreciate that gender relations are a social product with a history." (52) Although tampering with the social relations of gender could well be regarded as unwarranted "cultural interference", (53) it should be recognized that governments and development agencies already play their part in supporting an idealized male headed household structure (and its attendant intra-household gender divisions) in a range of ways -through "family codes" specifying men's primary responsibility for breadwinning and/ or decision-making, through labour legislation which provides maternity leave but not paternity leave entitlements or which excludes women from certain jobs, and through development projects which target resources such as land, housing and credit to male household heads. Although many interventions of this nature may be well-intentioned, it is also possible to discern how they can inhibit greater power, independence and role diversity on the part of women. Moreover, given that for reasons of demographic mobility alone, stable residence in male headed nuclear households is increasingly unlikely and that, in this context, rigid gendered divisions of labour and power are possibly not in the best interests of women, men and children, a number of adjustments might be made. Two tentative "ways forward" might be first, to initiate more positive attempts to address inequalities within households and, second, to make a more dedicated commitment to supporting the rights, resources and legitimacy of households which do not fit the putative "standard" male headed model.
Recognizing that some governments and agencies have already made efforts along these lines, translating the spirit of such recommendations into practice is by no means easy. One major stumbling block is presented by religious, political and popular resistance to the idea that gender and households are socially constructed and that "the family" might be reconceptualized and transformed as evidenced in debates which have surrounded a variety of recent global conventions such as the 1994 Population Conference in Cairo and the 1995 Fourth Women's World Conference in Beijing. (54) The fear among policy makers that supporting lone motherhood may exacerbate the syndrome is also indicative of the desire to uphold marriage and male household headship. This constitutes an important reason why so few developing countries have instituted programmes which target resources at female headed households or which recognize lone mother units as a "variant" rather than a "deviant" family type.
(55) As for the question of intra-household interventions, problems here include the difficulties of penetrating what is widely seen as a "private" as well as a "natural" domain and the fact that initiatives may be very difficult to monitor and enforce. For example, although some governments have advocated greater sharing of domestic and childcare responsibilities between men and women, as in Cuba under Castro, it has been hard to convert this rhetoric into reality. More significant still, perhaps, is that even where state prescriptions of intra-household duties accord with those established by prevailing family and kinship systems, such as financial provision by men for their dependents, there seem to be few guarantees for women and children.
(56) Yet although the "challenge" of "the household" may appear to be an immensely difficult one, viewing this challenge as insurmountable is likely to consign women to a situation where they will suffer the brunt of gender inequalities for generations to come. Moreover, just because changes may need to be instituted at a variety of levels and may take considerable time to take effect does not preclude a variety of interventions that may set certain processes in motion or, more importantly perhaps, provide support to women (and their children) here and now.
Although space precludes any comprehensive or detailed review of specific initiatives, on the basis of this paper's discussion of gender, households and rural-urban migration, it is possible to identify a number of areas where attention might usefully be focused. For example, given that household differentiation is a fairly common outcome of development induced demographic mobility, at the very least, normative rhetoric and interventions premised on an idealized male headed family unit could be substituted by initiatives which reflect current household realities. At a legislative level, this might include redefinitions of "the family" in national civil codes which encompass heterogeneity and diversity, as recommended in Mexico's background paper on families to the Fourth World Women's Conference at Beijing.
(57) Such an initiative might go a long way towards supporting women who, through whatever route and for whichever reasons, find themselves residing independently of men but who commonly face societal hostility or discrimination as a result of their household status. Moreover, given that female household headship may present certain advantages for women, analysis of the experiences of female household headship might provide insights that could help to make male headed households more egalitarian spaces.
Another potential way of minimizing the disadvantages experienced by women in a range of household units might be for legal codes to place greater emphasis on defining families with respect to their responsibilities rather than residence, and for governments to find means of enforcing these responsibilities. 
Even if this were limited, in the first instance, to obliging men to uphold traditional provisions for economic maintenance both as co-resident and absent husbands, this could strengthen women's entitlements within marriage and reduce the financial vulnerability of de facto and de jure female household heads (and their children).
(58) In the case of de facto female headed households, for example, this could assume the form of monitoring remittance levels from migrant spouses and taking steps to help women use assets left behind when financial receipts are insufficient or too sporadic to guarantee basic subsistence.
Leading on from this, more could conceivably be done at legislative, programme and project levels to ensure that resources reach women and children by recognizing that (male headed) households are not necessarily harmonious and unified entities. Although male household heads are often targeted as beneficiaries in development projects in the belief that gains will "trickle through" to other household members, (59) there is considerable evidence to suggest that resources in women's hands are more likely to benefit children and that mothers are usually the more stable parental presence in the homes in which children live. Directing resources to women, therefore, might not only provide a means of increasing women's personal bargaining power but also allow them (and their children) to make smoother transitions between different household circumstances which a range of development processes (including gender-selective migration) so often entails. Examples here could include initiatives to enhance women's access to land and livelihood in rural and urban areas, and to improve their entitlements to housing. Aside from the fact that these measures would help migrant women and those left behind by their spouses, they might have positive ideological and material effects on younger women. Recognizing that the latter often have least power within household units, measures might also be taken to strengthen daughters' potential to resist parental pressure to undertake migration, ranging from compulsory education to the same age as their brothers to schemes designed to promote gender equality among youth.
While the above-mentioned suggestions may have clearly different degrees of applicability and feasibility in different contexts and in accordance with different types of intervention, it is worth bearing in mind that attempts to enlarge women's choices at the domestic level cannot be broached without reference to how these might affect men and male-female relationships. In Costa Rica, for example, where the state has introduced a variety of initiatives to strengthen women's economic and social position in and outside of male headed households, it appears that more could be done to sensitize men to the rationale behind these changes and to include them in programmes which aim simultaneously to increase women's power and resources and to alleviate household poverty. As it is, preliminary research with low-income men in the province of Guanacaste in the northwest of the country suggests that the increasingly precarious basis of male livelihood, coupled with programmes directed at improving women's capacity to maintain their households, have contributed to a crisis of male identity in which men's roles as husbands and fathers have become somewhat uncertain. This is exacerbated by the fact that so many men in Guanacaste have to migrate on a seasonal basis to find work and have to leave their homes behind. For some men, the pressures of these uncertainties, together with a perceived loss of power, are so acute that instead of residing with wives and children during their periods in Guanacaste, they remain in, or retreat to, their natal households. In this context, women's parenting responsibilities not only increase but potentially extend over a longer timespan, neither of which seems to be particularly conducive to gender transformations.
(60) In line with the precepts of a GAD approach, therefore, that genuine and sustainable changes in gender relations require inclusion of, and commitment from, both genders, household oriented policies should be based on the participatory involvement of men as well as women. By working in this way, and from the bottom-up, there may be greater scope to get men and women working collaboratively for a fairer deal for themselves, each other and their children in the context of contemporary household diversities.
